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Abstract 
This study examined the upward Pygmalion effect from the subordinate to the supervisor. 
One hundred and sixty-one undergraduate participants assumed the role of a supervisor 
and were randomly assigned to one of nine experimental conditions representing 
different levels of expectations and performance feedback. Participants then completed 
questionnaires designed to measure self-efficacy and the performance effort level of the 
supervisor. The result of the study failed to support the hypotheses that positive 
subordinate expectations would improve supervisors' self-efficacy level and that 
negative subordinate expectations would have little impact on supervisors' self-efficacy 
level, but succeeded in supporting the hypothesis that supervisors' performance effort 
level is unlikely to be influenced by subordinate expectation feedback. Explanations for 
the result of the study were explored. 
V 
Literature Review 
The Pygmalion effect has long been a topic of interest among researchers in education, 
training, and organizational management. Since 1968 when Rothensal and Jacobson 
discovered the positive effect of teachers' high expectation on students' performance and 
named it the Pygmalion Effect(Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968), numerous studies have 
evidenced that people can transmit their beliefs to others, which can result in a positive 
change of the latter's self-expectation and subsequent levels of performance. Most of the 
studies on this topic, however, focused on a downward Pygmalion effect, one which 
originates with a high-status individual and is directed toward individuals with lower 
status. There have been few published studies conducted on the upward Pygmalion 
Effect in which expectations of lower status individuals are directed toward high-status 
individuals. 
The present researcher examined the effect of subordinates' expectations about the 
supervisor on the supervisor's self-efficacy and the effort with which he/she engages in 
job performance. This researcher first reviews studies of the traditional downward 
Pygmalion effect in organizational settings and then reviews studies of the upward 
Pygmalion effect in the classroom. I then follow with an explanation of the conceptual 
logic underlying the Pygmalion effect and an analysis of the possible upward Pygmalion 
effect in organizations. 
The Pygmalion Effect 
The Pygmalion effect borrowed its name from Roman mythology. Pygmalion, the 
sculptor of Cyprus, hated women and was determined that he would never marry. 
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Despite his resolve, he became enthralled with a statue of a beautiful woman he had 
sculpted. Feeling upset by the fact that his love subject was merely a stone idol, he 
prayed to Venus, the love goddess, to provide him with a real-life version of the statue. 
Finally, the maiden materialized from stone. Pygmalion's expectation about the maiden 
turned into reality, so Pygmalion effect was used to describe the expectation effect in 
various psychological studies. 
Research on the Pygmalion effect in organizations started fairly early. In a 
longitudinal study of managerial socialization at AT&T, Berlew and Hall (1966) found a 
strong relationship between the level of performance that the company had initially 
expected of new hires and evaluations of their contributions to the company during the 
next five years. Stedry and Kay (1966) also found a relationship between manager 
expectations and subordinate performance. Korman (1971) concluded from two 
laboratory experiments and three field studies that subjects given high expectations 
consistently outperformed those given low expectations. Livingston (1969) found that 
what a manger expected of his subordinates and how he treated them largely determined 
their job performance and their careers. King (1971) randomly assigned subjects to either 
a control group or a high aptitude personnel (HAPs) group, for whom the instructors were 
led to expect superior performance. The HAPs obtained higher test scores, higher 
supervisor ratings, shorter learning times, and had lower dropout rates than did subjects 
in the control group. Israeli professor Dov Eden and his students carried out two field 
experiments with the Israeli Defense Forces (Eden & Ravid, 1982; Eden & Shani, 1982). 
Both studies found that trainees in high expectancy groups had significantly higher 
performance than did the control groups. 
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The Pygmalion effect studies reviewed thus far supported a "downward" Pygmalion 
effect. Across all the studies, expectation providers were people who held high status in 
the defined environment (such as teachers in the classroom, trainers in the training 
setting, supervisors in the organization), while the recipients of these expectation were 
people with relatively low status in that environment (such as students, trainees and 
subordinates). Thus, the occurrence of the downward Pygmalion effect may be related to 
the predominant power the perceiver holds over the perceived. 
Upward Pygmalion Effect 
One might ask whether there is a Pygmalion effect without the presence of legitimate 
power. Can the Pygmalion effect work in the opposite direction, when it originates from 
the expectations of low status people, such as students, trainees or subordinates? 
Answers to the above question will not only contribute to a more comprehensive picture 
of the Pygmalion effect but they also have implications for organizational practices. 
Such information is especially likely at the present time when more and more 
organizations hope to obtain the greatest benefit from 360-degree feedback on managers' 
performance. 
Feldman and Prohaska (1979) conducted two field experiments to examine the effect 
of student expectation on teacher performance. In the first experiment, the researchers 
induced positive or negative teacher expectations in the subjects playing the role of 
students. In the second experiment, a confederate emitted different nonverbal behaviors 
displaying positive or negative expectations toward subjects playing the role of teacher. 
The two experiments evidenced that students expecting competent teachers held more 
positive attitudes, engaged in more positive nonverbal behaviors, and achieved a higher 
level of performance than did students expecting incompetent teachers. Accordingly, 
teachers rated their own performance and student performance more positively under the 
condition of positive expectations than under the condition of negative expectations. In 
addition, observers rated teachers in the high-expectation group higher than those in the 
low-expectation group. The studies demonstrated clear support for an upward Pygmalion 
effect of students' expectation on teachers' performance. 
To further investigate the upward Pygmalion effect in a real-world environment where 
there are usually joint expectations from teachers to students and from students to 
teachers, Feldman and Theiss (1982) manipulated expectations of both teachers to 
students and students to teachers simultaneously. Teachers were introduced to groups of 
students described as having high or low ability. At the same time, students were led to 
believe they would be taught by high- or low-competent teachers. Students' performance 
was measured by means of an objective multiple-choice test, while teachers' performance 
was judged by several untrained observers. Both students and teachers rated the lessons, 
each other's performance, and their own feeling about the lessons. The results indicated 
students were affected by the teachers' expectations, but teachers were not affected by the 
students' expectations. The study supported a downward Pygmalion effect but not an 
upward effect. In conclusion, the limited number of studies on the upward Pygmalion 
effect in the classroom did not provide consistent support for the upward Pygmalion 
effect. 
No published studies on the upward Pygmalion effect in an organizational setting were 
found. The present research will examine the effects of subordinate expectations 
regarding supervisors in an organizational context. Although there currently is little 
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empirical support for the upward Pygmalion effect, the effects of subordinate 
expectations on supervisors is a theoretical possibility. The underlying logic of an 
upward Pygmalion effect can be explained by the theories of self-expectation, self-
fulfilling prophecy, self-efficacy, motivation and attribution. 
Conceptual Theories Underlying the Pygmalion Effect 
Expectations and Self-Fulfilling Prophecy 
People have expectations when they interact with another. These expectations serve 
as guidance for their interactive behavior. We provide opportunities for individuals to 
confirm our impression about them and prevent opportunities for individuals to disprove 
our beliefs (Rothbart & Park, 1986). Moreover, we create opportunities for others to 
support our expectations (Snyder & Swann,1978). Therefore, our behaviors not only 
convey signals toward the recipient of our expectations but may also set up some 
conditions to facilitate the expected behaviors from the recipient. 
People are inclined to respond in accordance with these interpersonal signals and 
conditions. This response is termed "matched reactions" (Snyder, Tanker, & Berscheid, 
1977; Word, Zanna, & Cooper, 1974; Zanna & Pack, 1975). The matched reaction 
confirms the initial impression of the perceiver about the perceived. This process, 
starting from a hypothesis to a real behavior by means of social interaction, to the 
confirmation of the hypothesis, is called self-fulfilling prophecy (Jones, 1986). This 
process is not only a perceptual confirmation but also a behavioral confirmation in 
response to different expectations. Various studies have provided support for the self-
fulfilling prophecy and behavioral confirmation (e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980; Harris & 
Rosenthal, 1985; Miller & Turnbull, 1986; Snyder, 1984). 
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The Pygmalion effect is basically the result of self-fulfilling prophecy. The 
Pygmalion effect starts from an "expectation," followed by expectation-matched 
behaviors toward the perceived person, which brings about expectation-confirming 
performance from the latter. The difference between the two is that the Pygmalion effect 
is not an instant reaction to an expectation. Rather, it is mediated by the processes of 
self-efficacy, motivation and attribution. 
Self-Efficacy and the Deviation Amplifying Loop 
According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy refers to one's belief(s) in his/her own 
ability to performance the task(s) required for certain achievement. Bandura (1997) 
identified four influences likely to affect a person's self-efficacy: enactive mastery, 
vicarious experience, social persuasion and physiological and affective states. It is 
through verbal or nonverbal social persuasion that the perceiver's expectations impact the 
self-efficacy of the perceived. Self-efficacy has a positive relationship with performance. 
"The conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior required" (Bandura, 1977, 
p. 193) has been proved to have positive effects on performance (Wood & Bandura, 
1989). The performance achieved, in return, affects one's self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). 
Cognitive processing of successful or unsuccessful task performance supplies behavioral 
confirmatory evidence, which will be evidenced in the subsequent task performance. 
This reciprocal causation creates iterative loops, which often become "deviation-
amplifying" (Henshel, 1976; Masuch, 1985; Weick, 1979). In a deviation-amplifying 
loop, a deviation in one variable, that is high or low self-efficacy, leads to a similar 
deviation in another variable, that is high or low performance, which amplifies the 
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deviation in the first variable. The cycle continues and results in a spiral which either 
decreases self-efficacy and performance or increases self-efficacy and performance. 
Motivation and Attribution 
The efficacy-performance spiral is moderated by multiple factors, among which 
motivation is the most important. Valance-Instrumentality-Expectancy Theory (Vroom, 
1964) proposed three key cognitive components which instigate and direct behaviors: 
valence, instrumentality and expectancy. Valence refers to those affective orientations 
people hold regarding outcomes. Instrumentality is the perceived connection between 
performance on the job and outcomes that result from it. Expectancy refers to the 
strength of a person's belief about the degree to which a particular performance will 
result from his or her actions. High expectancy means the person has little doubt about 
his/her capacity to attain the outcome (Vroom, 1964). 
Self-efficacy is one of the variables affecting a person's expectancy. High self-
efficacy results in a high level of expectancy, and vice versa for low self-efficacy. One of 
the central hypotheses of expectancy theory is that, other things being equal, the more an 
individual expects that effort will culminate in successful performance, the greater effort 
he/she will choose to invest in performing the job. While performance is a compound 
result of ability, effort and contextual conditions, other things being equal, the more effort 
invested in a task, the better performance attained. Thus, self-efficacy has a positive 
relationship with performance (Eden, 1992). 
The performance-self-efficacy link is not automatic. It is moderated by the attribution 
process, a cognitive process by which people infer what causes either their own or 
someone else's behavior. Weiner (1979) identified two dimensions along which a 
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worker may attribute success and failure in job performance: stability and internality. He 
hypothesized that if a person attributed success to stable and internal causes, such as 
ability and self-efficacy, expectations for future success would be increased. Conversely, 
attributing failure to stable and internal factors decreases self-efficacy and self-
expectations for future performance. The spiral of self-efficacy and performance 
function together with the self-fulfilling prophecy, producing the Pygmalion effect. 
In summary, the theoretical logic underlying the Pygmalion effect functions as 
follows: high external expectations lead to high self-efficacy; improved self-efficacy is 
likely to generate higher levels of motivation and effort, and in turn superior 
performance, which confirms the self-efficacy and external expectations, completing a 
self-fulfilling prophecy. 
A Close Inspection of the Upward Pygmalion Effect 
Influence is one key factor functioning throughout all of the psychological processes 
discussed thus far as underlying the Pygmalion effect. The perceiver's expectation 
influences the perceived's self-efficacy, which subsequently influences the latter's 
performance, which finally influences both parties' beliefs. Accompanied by authority or 
expertise, social influence is readily apparent from a high status individual to low status 
individual. As Milgram (1974) pointed out, most individuals are reluctant to reject or 
even to question authoritative control in a society where hierarchy is an assumption of 
ideology which people view as natural (Anthony, 1977). 
However, we must question whether or not the same conceptual theories underlying 
the downward Pygmalion effect work in the same manner in the upward Pygmalion 
effect. For an upward Pygmalion effect to occur, what are the influence processes 
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involved from low-status expectation providers to high-status recipients of expectation? 
A close inspection of the psychological process underlying the upward Pygmalion effect 
will address these questions. 
The upward Pygmalion effect includes three sequential effects: (a) The subordinate's 
expectations to his/her supervisor's self-efficacy level; (b) The supervisor's self-efficacy 
level to his/her performance; (c) The supervisor's performance achievement to his/her 
self-efficacy. 
Link one: The Subordinate's Expectation —> The Supervisor's Self-efficacy 
Communication of the Subordinate's Expectation. The upward Pygmalion effect 
starts with subordinate expectations for the supervisor's performance. These 
expectations originate from different sources, likely including the supervisor's past 
performance, the level of the subordinates' performance (which is normally believed to 
be an indicator of leadership), the supervisor's daily interpersonal behaviors or attitudes, 
informal information about past performance of a new supervisor, stereotyped beliefs 
corresponding to the supervisor's appearance, racial or sexual background, or simply the 
authoritative status of the supervising position. Some of the expectations may be 
accurate, while others may not be. 
Whatever the expectations, the question is whether or not they are perceived by the 
supervisor. Expectations may be conveyed in both a direct and indirect manner. The 
former includes formal subordinate ratings or informal comments about the supervisor's 
performance, while the latter may be in the form of implicit behaviors or attitudes toward 
the supervisor. Quite often, subordinate expectations cannot be effectively transmitted to 
the supervisor. In addition, because of the different social status of the expectation 
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provider and receiver, subordinates may be reluctant to reveal their real expectations and 
many even disguise their actual opinions to avoid offending their supervisors who likely 
hold reward or punishment power over them. In organizations, the rate of participation in 
upward appraisal is relatively low (Timmreck, cited in Westerman & Rosse, 1997). 
When subordinates do participate in supervisor evaluations, the result is more often 
positive than negative (Levine & Moreland, 1990). Similarly, in daily life, it is not 
uncommon to see a subordinate offer flattering comments to his/her supervisor. 
Therefore, in the process of the upward Pygmalion effect, the first link is at a high risk 
of distortion, which also would likely affect the outcome of the process. Remedying this 
problem, however, is beyond the scope of the present study. 
The subordinates' Influence over the Supervisor. The social influence process begins 
to work when the supervisor perceives expectations from the subordinate. Social 
persuasion provides one with an opportunity to observe his/her own performance or 
ability through another's eyes. The effectiveness of the process depends to a large degree 
on the expertise and credibility of the sources of the persuasion (Bandura, 1997). 
Most people believe that no one else knows them better than they know themselves, 
thus creating initial resistance to any evaluation from outside sources. The resistance will 
not be lessened until one has confidence in the accuracy of the persuader's information. 
The level of confidence changes relative to the perception of the credibility of the 
persuader. Research (Crundall & Foddy, 1981; Webster & Sobieszek, 1974) indicates 
that the more credible the source of the information, the more one's self-efficacy is 
changed and the longer the change is sustained. People tend to believe evaluations of 
their ability by those who have superior skills in the activity, access to more objective 
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predictors of performance capability, or expertise obtained from observing and 
comparing many different performers and levels of performance. 
Social persuasion is an essential element of the downward Pygmalion effect. 
Managers utilize verbal persuasion or other nonverbal cues to pass their beliefs to 
subordinates; this behavior initiates the entire process of the Pygmalion effect. Such 
manipulation of beliefs is often successful. The success is due mostly to the confidence 
of subordinates in the credibility of the supervisor's opinions, which is supported by the 
supervisor's authority and the accompanying impressions of expertise. Conversely, the 
upward Pygmalion effect encompasses a totally different situation. 
Normally, subordinates receive less education than do their supervisors. Subordinates 
may be dexterous in the realm of their job, but they may lack the macro view of the 
organization or group operation; they generally know less about management, business 
and interpersonal relations, and may have less political experience than their supervisors. 
All of these factors can contribute to low credibility of subordinate opinions about the 
supervisor, who is usually far more knowledgeable of organizational operations. 
Influence from the subordinate to the supervisor is even more complicated because the 
supervisor usually is impacted by multiple sources of influence. In addition to 
subordinates, the supervisor has peers and a supervisor who serve as performance judges. 
It may be inferred that influence from the source with the least credibility, normally that 
from the subordinate, is likely to be rejected if there is any discrepancy among 
information from different sources. 
Can it be concluded then that the subordinate's expectations have no effect on the 
supervisor's self-efficacy? Feedback is regarded as essential for role learning and 
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influence in social interaction (Ilgen et al., 1979; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Meyer, Kay, & 
French, 1965). From this perspective, perceived expectations could be regarded as a type 
of feedback for the expectation receiver. People tend to perceive, accept and recall 
positive feedback more accurately than negative feedback (Feather, 1968; Ilgen, 1971; 
Ilgen & Hamstra, 1972; Shrauger & Rosenberg, 1970); the likelihood is that defense 
mechanisms having positive feedback are more pleasant than negative feedback and are 
more likely to enhance a person's self-image. Consequently, positive feedback is more 
likely and negative feedback less likely to be accepted. 
Different responses to positive and negative feedback rely largely upon one's degree 
of self-esteem (Ilgen et al., 1979). Persons with high self-esteem perceive negative 
reports as less accurate than positive reports. Accordingly, those with high self-esteem 
are less responsive to negative feedback (Laydon & Ickes, 1977). Compared to the 
subordinate, the supervisor usually has experienced more personal success and obtained 
more encouraging feedback. Thus, supervisors are more likely to hold high self-esteem. 
As a person with high self-esteem, the supervisor tends to be less likely to perceive 
negative feedback as accurate. 
Halperin et al. (1976) discovered that positive feedback from any source is readily 
accepted; however negative feedback is accepted only if it originates from a high status 
source. Thus, when positive expectations from the subordinate are perceived by the 
supervisor, they likely are readily accepted. However, when the expectations from the 
subordinate are perceived as negative by the "high-status" supervisor, he/she likely 
questions their credibility and defense mechanisms begin to work to deny the feedback. 
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It is only when more information from the outside sources — that is, social persuasion — 
is accepted that relevant aspects of self-efficacy will change accordingly. 
Link 2: The Supervisor's Self-Efficacy —> Performance 
The theory of the Pygmalion effect assumes that high self-efficacy leads to high 
expectancy for the task, which fosters greater motivational force and effort, and 
consequently results in superior performance (Eden, 1992). This assumption more often 
fits relatively simple tasks (Bandura, 1997). For complicated activities such as 
managerial jobs, successful performance requires not only increased effort but also 
effective strategies (Wood & Locke, 1990). Bandura (1997) put forth four mediating 
processes between self-efficacy and performance: cognitive, motivational, affective and 
selective processes. Mediating processes other than the motivation one complicate the 
assumed positive relationship between self-efficacy and achievement. For example, 
performance strategies may be ineffective in the presence of exaggerated self-efficacy. 
Over-confidence makes one underestimate the difficulties and risks of performing the 
task (Bandura, 1997), decreases one's search for relevant information as well as attention 
in performing the task, and increases complacency and maladaptive homogeneity in task 
performance (Lindsley et al., 1995). Therefore, high self-efficacy may lead to decreased 
performance. Not only is the positive relationship between the self-efficacy level and 
performance outcome as explained by the theory of the downward Pygmalion effect 
challenged by negative impact of high self-efficacy on performance strategy; the assumed 
positive relationship between an individual's self-efficacy and performance effort does 
not necessarily hold for the upward Pygmalion effect either. 
1 4 
A person is not a passive recipient of information, but an active reactor to information. 
People regulate their behavior to create desirable images about themselves, as illustrated 
in impression management (Schlenker, 1980). This self-regulation process distorts the 
relationship between external expectations and performance with or without alterations of 
self-efficacy. 
Impression management is defined as "the process by which individuals attempt to 
control the impressions that others form of them" (Leary & Kowalski, 1990, p. 34). 
Leary and Kowalski suggested people tend to adopt behaviors they believe will please 
people around them. In an organization, when a manager senses a discrepant expectation 
between himself and his constituencies (i.e., supervisors, subordinates, peers), he will 
engage in a series of adaptive self-regulation actions (Tsui & Ashford, 1994). There are 
two types of discrepancy reduction strategies: one is to adjust behaviors; the other is to 
ignore the discrepant information (Tsui & Ashford, 1994). The manager weighs the 
value of the expectation providers when he/she selects a strategy. Tsui et al. (1995) 
found that managers invested more effort and were least likely to use the avoidance 
response in dealing with discrepant expectations from superiors. Managers were more 
likely to use the avoidance response when faced with the discrepant expectations from 
subordinates. Subordinate expectations are often given little value because subordinates 
do not control tangible rewards or punishment for their supervisors. However, it is 
unlikely that subordinate expectations have no impact on supervisors. 
People need social support, which is defined as "the degree to which the person's 
basic social needs are gratified through interaction with others" (Thoits, 1982, p. 147). 
Thoits identified several basic human needs, namely, affection, esteem or approval, 
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belonging, identity and security. Corresponding to these needs, there are four types of 
social support: emotional support, tangible or instrumental support, appraisal or approval 
support, and informational support (Erera, 1992). Among them, emotional support is 
believed to be the most important form of support (House, 1981). Multiple studies 
evidenced that subordinates were the only genuine source of social support for the 
supervisor (Burke & Belcourt, 1974; Burke & Weir, 1980; Etzion, 1984; French & 
Caplan, 1972; Erera, 1992). The types of social support provided by subordinates are 
emotional and approval support (Erera, 1992). 
The value of subordinates doesn't stop at emotional support for the supervisor. A 
manager's performance, especially leadership, is largely dependent on the performance of 
his/her subordinates. When the two parties' performance is bound together, the 
subordinate is no longer a factor that can be ignored. Rather, subordinates should be 
considered an important contributor to the supervisor's success. When the supervisor 
realizes the bondage of his/her success with his/her subordinates' performance, he/she 
will pay more attention to the subordinates, including their expectations for him/her. 
Thus, depending on the different values the supervisor places on his/her subordinates, 
he/she will decide whether or not to use an "impression management" strategy, with or 
without a change in self-efficacy. As a result, the supervisor will exert different degree 
of effort in job performance partly based on his/her intention to use an "impression 
management." 
The cycle of the Pygmalion effect is completed with impact of performance 
achievement on the self-efficacy level of the expectation recipient. 
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Link 3: The Supervisor's Achievement —> the Supervisor's Self-Efficacy 
Enactive mastery is the most critical influence on an individual's self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1997). Various studies indicated that performance outcomes strengthen or 
weaken an individual's self-efficacy more than any other source of social influence 
(Bandura et al, 1977; Feltz, Landers, & Raeder, 1979; Gist, 1989; Gist, Schwoerer, & 
Rosen, 1989). The more consistent consecutive personal experiences are, the more 
influence they have and the less effect external expectations have on one's self-
expectations (Lindsley et al., 1995). Expectation effects will not carry much weight if 
they differ from performance outcomes. On the other hand, if expectations are consistent 
with performance outcomes, expectation effects will serve as a confirmation of one's 
level of self-efficacy. 
As previously mentioned, people are likely to make attributions regarding 
performance outcomes. A partial self-serving bias is found in the causal analysis of 
performance (Urban & Witt, 1990). People tend to assume higher personal 
responsibility in cases of their success and less responsibility in cases of their failure. 
The supervisor works in the same group as his/her subordinates and his/her performance 
is closely connected with that of his/her subordinates. Self-serving bias would suggest 
the supervisor would be more likely to blame subordinates for the poor performance of 
the group, which means a poor team performance is unlikely to have much negative 
effect on the supervisor's self-efficacy. 
In sum, the Pygmalion effect is a product of human psychological processes, including 
self-fulfilling prophecy, motivation and attribution. Various studies have demonstrated 
support for the downward Pygmalion effect — that is, high expectations from teachers, 
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trainers and supervisors positively influence performance in students, trainees and 
subordinates. Only a limited number of studies have been conducted to examine the 
upward Pygmalion effect; these did not show consistent support for the upward 
Pygmalion effect. An analysis of the underlying conceptual processes of the upward 
Pygmalion effect suggested that the upward Pygmalion effect is likely influenced not 
only by the self-fulfilling prophecy, motivation, and attribution, but may be undermined 
by other factors including credibility of the sources of social persuasion, impression 
management, the dominant impact of performance achievement on the self-efficacy level, 
as well as self-serving attributional bias. 
The Present Study 
The review of the theoretical logic of the upward Pygmalion effect leads to the 
following conclusions. First, the supervisor is more likely to accept positive expectation 
feedback and to reject negative expectation feedback from subordinates. Second, the 
relationship between subordinate expectations and supervisor effort toward task 
performance is fairly ambiguous. This ambiguity is due to the lack of a linear 
relationship between subordinate expectations and the supervisor's self-efficacy as well 
as between his/her self-efficacy level and his/her subsequent effort engaged toward task. 
Third, when faced with performance feedback, the supervisor tends to check whether the 
feedback is consistent with expectations from stakeholders, which include his 
subordinates. If there is any disagreement, the supervisor will resort to the self-serving 
attribution process to protect his/her self-esteem. The purpose of the present study was 
to examine whether subordinate expectations and performance feedback affect a 
supervisor's self-efficacy and effort toward task. Participants were asked to role play a 
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production manager in a manufacturing plant. Participants were presented with scenarios 
representing three levels of subordinate expectations and three levels of performance 
feedback. Participants then rated their degree of self-efficacy and their intended level of 
effort toward a number of managerial tasks. The following hypotheses were tested: 
Hypothesis 1: Positive expectations from subordinates will lead to increased self-efficacy 
of the supervisor. 
Hypothesis 2: Negative expectations from subordinates will have no effect on the 
supervisor's self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 3: Subordinate expectations will have no direct predictable effect on the 
supervisor's effort in task performance. 
Hypothesis 4: The supervisor's performance effort will be mediated by the supervisor's 
self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 5: Positive performance feedback in the presence of positive expectations will 
increase the supervisor's self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 6: Negative performance feedback in the presence of positive expectations 
will have no effect on the supervisor's self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 7: Positive performance feedback in the presence of negative expectations 
will increase the supervisor's self-efficacy. 
Hypothesis 8: Negative performance feedback in the presence of negative expectations 
will decrease the supervisor's self-efficacy. 
Method 
Design 
A 3 (subordinate expectations: high, low, none) x 3 (performance feedback: positive, 
negative, none) factorial design was utilized. The performance feedback was 
operationalized as the production achievement of the entire work team where the 
supervisor served as a leader. Bandura (1997) indicated the most important managerial 
skills involve how to recognize, use, and guide human talent and human motivation. 
Thus, a supervisor's achievement is more often reflected in the performance of the entire 
team. The two independent variables were manipulated by means of nine scenarios. The 
scenarios indicated that as a production manager, each participant received either 
positive, negative or no subordinate expectations based on feedback from a recent 
employee opinion survey, and received either positive, negative or no performance 
feedback from a recent production report. Two items were included in the dependent 
variable assessment form requiring respondents to check whether they received positive, 
none or negative subordinate expectation feedback and performance feedback. Three 
additional irrelevant items were used with the above two items in order to conceal the 
actual purpose of this independent variable manipulation check 
The study had two dependent variables: the supervisor's self-efficacy level and his/her 
self-reported intended subsequent effort level in performing each of six managerial tasks. 
The tasks were selected from eleven managerial tasks identified by Yukl (1990) as those 
tasks comprising a taxonomy of managerial behavior. The use of six rather than the 
original eleven tasks was intended to reduce information presented to the study 
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participant in order to simplify information processing and facilitate participants' 
responses to the assessment form. The six managerial tasks were identified by the 
following process. One master-level and three doctoral-level psychologists first 
distinguished task-oriented managerial behaviors from people-oriented managerial 
behaviors in Yukl's eleven tasks. Once consensus was reached regarding the task-
oriented versus people-oriented tasks, each individual independently identified up three 
managerial behaviors from each category they believed to be most central. The three 
most frequently chosen managerial tasks for each category were included in the job 
description of the production manager as well as on the self-efficacy and effort 
assessment form. The dependant variables were rated by participants after they read one 
of the nine scenarios. A five-point graphic rating scale was utilized (see Appendix B), 
with the two ends respectively representing no confidence /strong confidence in 
performing the task and moderate effort /greatest effort in the future performance of the 
task. A participant's self-efficacy and effort scores were computed by summing the score 
of each individual item measuring the dependent variable. An aggregated self-efficacy or 
effort score could range from 6 to 30, with a higher score representing higher self-
efficacy or effort level. 
A third dependant variable, perceived performance pressure, was also rated with a 
five-point graphic rating scale (see Appendix B). This variable was included to distract 
the subjects from guessing the real purpose of the study. 
Participants 
One hundred and sixty-one undergraduates enrolled in psychology courses at a 
southeastern regional university voluntarily took part in the study. Participants were 
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granted extra credit in their psychology courses for participating in the study. Forty-one 
participants were eliminated from analyses for reasons described subsequently in the 
result section. Of the remaining 120 participants, 34 of the participants were male, 86 
were female; 107 were Caucasian American, 9 were African American, 1 was Asian 
American and 2 had other ethnic background. The participants were between 18 and 42 
years of age (M = 20.6, SD = 2.93). 
Procedure 
The study was administered during a regularly scheduled class period. Within each 
class, participants were randomly assigned to one of the nine experimental conditions of 
the study. Participants were first told that the purpose of the study was to examine 
gender/age/ethnic differences in the relationship between occupational pressure and a 
supervisor confidence and effort exerted in job performance. Then each participant was 
given an envelope containing questionnaires and the scenario. The first page described 
the job situation for the participant as a production manager in a large manufacturing 
organization. The description included information about the tenure he/she had held in 
the position (one year), characteristics of his/her subordinates (frontline workers), and job 
responsibilities (definitions of six managerial practices identified by Yukl (1990)), and 
one of the nine scenarios with different subordinate expectations and performance 
feedback. The job situation can be found in Appendix A. The questionnaire measured 
participants' self-efficacy and degree of effort for performing each of the six managerial 
tasks. The questionnaire also included items addressing participant demographic 
information (i.e., gender, age, ethnic background). The questionnaire may be found in 
Appendix B. 
22 
The participants were instructed to view the first page to get to know their managerial 
role based on one of the nine scenarios. Then they completed the questionnaire. The 
completed questionnaires together with all the instruction sheets were put back into the 
original envelopes and collected. After that, the participants were dismissed. 
Results 
The data from 41 participants were excluded from the analyses. Responses of four 
participants were eliminated because their response pattern was internally contradicting, 
suggesting these participants were confused about the questions and their responses. 
Responses of another 4 participants were eliminated because the participants failed to 
respond to the manipulation check. Moreover, 33 participants' responses were excluded 
from the analyses because the participants failed the manipulation check by identifying 
either none or negative subordinate expectation feedback/performance feedback when 
they were presented with positive feedback or vice versa. Twenty-two out of these 33 
participants failed to correctly process information about either negative subordinate 
expectations or negative performance feedback. While these participants failed the 
manipulation check, their behavior again supported the finding that people tend to 
perceive, accept and recall positive feedback more accurately than negative feedback 
(Feather, 1968; Ilgen, 1971; Ilgen & Hamstra, 1972; Shrauger & Rosenberg, 1970). No 
participants were eliminated from the study based on a positive or negative response to 
manipulation check when no information was presented to them in the job situations. 
A bivariate correlation conducted between the "efficacy" and "effort" showed that the 
two dependent variables were not significantly correlated (r =.114, p > .05). Thus, two 
separate univariate analyses of variance were conducted, on self-efficacy level and effort 
level, respectively. 
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Self-efficacy level 
A 3 (subordinate expectation: high, none, low) x 3 (performance feedback: positive, 
none negative) ANOVA was conducted on supervisors' self-efficacy. The data in Table 1 
indicated that both subordinate expectation and group performance had significant effects 
on the supervisor's self-efficacy level, F (2,120) = 39.68, p < .01; F (2,120) = 3.15, 
2 < .05, respectively. There was no significant interaction effect found between the two 
independent variables, F (4,120) = 2.02, p > .05. Post hoc analyses were conducted to 
further examine the main effects of subordinate expectations and performance feedback 
on supervisors' self-efficacy. A Scheffe test (see Table 2) showed that supervisors 
receiving negative expectation feedback had significantly lower self-efficacy (M = 17.80, 
SD = 5.63) than did those receiving either no (M = 24.68, SD = 3.61) or positive 
expectation feedback (M = 25.68, SD = 2.66). (p< .01). In terms of the performance 
feedback effect (see Table 3), negative feedback led to significantly lower self-efficacy 
level (M = 21.48, SD = 5.26) among the supervisors than did positive feedback 
(M = 24.30, SD = 5.37) (p < .05) 
Table 1 
Analysis of Variance Table for Self-Efficacy 
Source df F 
Between subjects 
Subordinate Expectation (SUB) 
Production (PRO) 
SUB x PRO 
2 
2 
4 
39.68** 
3.15** 
2.08* 
Within-group 
Error 111 15.15 
Note. R Squared = .487 (Adjusted R Squared = .451) 
* E < .05, ** p < .01. 
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Table 2 
Results of the Scheffe Test for Differences in Self-Efficacy among Supervisors in 
Different Subordinate-Expectation Feedback Conditions 
Subordinate Expectation Feedback Comparison Condition Mean Difference 
negative feedback no feedback 
positive feedback 
-6.88** 
-7.88** 
no feedback negative feedback 
positive feedback 
6.88** 
-1.00 
positive feedback negative feedback 
no feedback 
7.88** 
1.00 
** p < .01. 
Table 3 
Results of the Scheffe Test for Differences in Self-Efficacy among Supervisors in 
Different Performance Feedback Conditions 
Production Feedback Comparison Condition Mean Difference 
negative feedback no feedback 
positive feedback 
-1.35 
-2.81* 
no feedback negative feedback 
positive feedback 
1.35 
-1.47 
positive feedback negative feedback 
no feedback 
2.81* 
1.47 
* p < .05. 
Effort level 
A 3 (subordinate expectation: high, none, low) x 3 (performance feedback: positive, 
none negative) ANOVA was conducted on supervisors' effort level. Neither subordinate 
expectation nor production feedback has a significant main effect on supervisors' effort 
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level in future job performance, F (2,120) = 2.58, p > .05 ; F (2,120) = 1.11, p > .05 
respectively. No interaction effect was found either, F (4,120)= 1.19, p > .05 (see 
Table 4). 
Table 4 
Analysis of Variance Table for Effort 
Source df F 
Between subjects 
Subordinate Expectation (SUB) 2 
Production (PRO) 2 
SUB x PRO 4 
Within-group 
Error 111 
Note. R Squared = .103 (Adjusted R Squared = .039) 
Conclusions regarding hypotheses 
The result of the analyses suggested the following conclusion regarding the hypothesis 
of the present study: 
Hypothesis 1 proposed that supervisors receiving positive subordinate expectation 
feedback would have a higher level of self-efficacy than would those receiving no 
subordinate expectation feedback. The Scheffe test showed that there was not a 
significant mean difference between the self-efficacy level of the two types of supervisors 
(positive feedback: M = 24.68, SD = 3.61; no feedback: M = 25.68, SD = 2.66, p > .05). 
Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported. 
Hypothesis 2 proposed that the self-efficacy level of supervisors receiving negative 
subordinate feedback would not be significantly different from that of supervisors 
34.88 
14.94 
16.09 
13.52 
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receiving no subordinate feedback. This hypothesis was not supported as the Scheffe test 
showed there was a significant (p < .05) mean difference in self-efficacy levels between 
supervisors receiving negative subordinate feedback (M = 17.80, SD = 5.63) and those 
receiving no subordinate feedback (M = 24.68, SD = 3.61). 
Hypothesis 3 proposed that subordinate expectations would have no significant impact 
on supervisors' performance effort level. The result of univariate ANOVA indicated that 
subordinate expectations had no significant main effect on supervisors' effort level in the 
subsequent job performance, F (2,120) = 2.58, p > .05. Thus, this hypothesis was 
supported. 
Hypothesis 4 proposed that the supervisor's performance effort would be mediated by 
the supervisor's self-efficacy. This hypothesis was not supported as the bavariate 
correlation analysis conducted between the supervisor's performance effort and their self-
efficacy showed that the two dependent variables were not significantly related, (r = .114, 
D > .05). 
Hypothesis 5, 6, 7, and 8 respectively proposed that positive performance feedback in 
the presence of positive expectations would increase the supervisor's self-efficacy; 
negative performance feedback in the presence of positive expectations would have no 
effect on the supervisor's self-efficacy; positive performance feedback in the presence of 
negative expectations would increase the supervisor's self-efficacy; negative performance 
feedback in the presence of negative expectations would decrease the supervisor's self-
efficacy. The univariate ANOVA on supervisors' self-efficacy indicated that there was 
no significant interaction effect of subordinate expectation and production feedback. 
Thus, hypotheses 5 through 8 were not supported. 
Discussion 
The present study proposed these major hypotheses: first, positive subordinate 
expectations would increase supervisors' self-efficacy level; second, negative expectation 
feedback would not effect supervisors' self-efficacy level; third, positive group 
performance feedback would improve supervisors' self-efficacy level in the presence of 
either positive or negative subordinate feedback, whereas negative performance feedback 
would significantly lower supervisors' self-efficacy level when, supervisors receive 
negative performance feedback at the same time. None of these major hypotheses were 
supported by the present study. There are a number of possible explanations for the 
results of the present study. Several of these are discussed below. 
First, study participants were undergraduate students. A very few of them have had 
supervisory experience in an industry/business environment. Therefore, the managerial 
behaviors described in the job situation may have been quite unfamiliar to them. The 
results may have been due to confusion about the managerial role they were required to 
play as well as uncertainty about the self-efficacy level in performing the managerial 
behaviors. Unlike managers in the real world, who usually hold a high level of self-
efficacy for performing certain managerial tasks based upon their job knowledge, 
participants in the present study may have been more easily manipulated by negative 
expectation feedback than by positive feedback or no expectation, hence failing to 
support Hypothesis 2. 
In addition, participants in the present study were required to process a large amount of 
information. The job situation of the hypothetical manager used in the present study 
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included information about six managerial tasks, the hypothetical manager's job 
characteristics (e.g., tenure, subordinate information, etc.) and one of the nine scenarios 
with different subordinate expectations and performance feedback. The self-efficacy 
level and effort assessment form contains much information about organizational 
pressure and job characteristics, such as the self-efficacy level a manager feels and the 
effort he/she exerts in job performance. The processing of so much information may be 
a complicated task to undergraduate students, and may have decreased their attention to 
independent variables in the study, subsequently causing error in their responses to the 
assessment form. 
Second, the manipulation check found study participants tended to treat no information 
as positive information with both subordinate expectation and performance achievement 
feedback. Thirty-two participants receiving no subordinate expectation feedback checked 
positive feedback, while eight checked negative subordinate feedback (which may have 
been related to the negative performance feedback they received). There was only one 
participant who accurately checked no subordinate expectation feedback as the 
information presented to him/her. This tendency to treat no information as positive 
information may have contributed to the lack of significant difference in self-efficacy 
level of supervisors receiving positive feedback and no feedback, hence resulting in the 
failure to support Hypothesis 1. 
Third, although there was no significant interaction effect of subordinate expectation 
and performance achievement feedback on supervisors' self-efficacy level, the interaction 
effect approached significance (p = .097). The small sample size (n = 120) may have 
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lacked sufficient statistical power to detect the occurrence of an interaction effect in the 
present study and thus resulted in the failure to support hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8. 
In addition to the three major explanations identified above, the following may also 
have contributed to the result of the present study. 
In a meta-analysis of 17 studies of the Pygmalion effect, McNatt (2000) found a 
stronger Pygmalion effect among men-only samples (male supervisors and subordinates) 
than among women-only or gender-mixed samples. In the present study, over 70% of the 
participants were female, which may have possibly reduced the observed Pygmalion 
effect. No theories are currently available to explain why males are more easily 
manipulated by expectations. 
The meta-analysis (McNatt, 2000) also revealed that negative expectations had a 
stronger effect on targets' performance (called Golem effect) than did positive 
expectations (called Galetta effect). This finding was repeated in the present study as the 
Scheffe test revealed that the subordinate expectation effect, when compared with the no-
feedback condition, was primarily a decrease in self-efficacy caused by negative 
expectations rather than an increase due to positive expectations. However, it is 
premature to conclude that the upward Pygmalion effect is a Golem effect. Most of the 
Pygmalion studies McNatt (2000) used were studies on downward Pygmalion effect, in 
which subjects were more often individuals initially holding low self-esteem and who 
were more readily to respond to expectation effects. As previously mentioned, subjects 
used in the present study were undergraduate students. In spite of the role of supervisors 
they assumed, they were likely quite different from real world managers in terms of self-
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esteem and self-efficacy in performing managerial tasks. Thus, their reaction to 
expectation feedback may not accurately represent an upward Pygmalion effect. 
Although they failed to be supported by the present study, the hypotheses of the 
present study were based on empirical literature and theoretical reasoning. The Upward 
Pygmalion effect is still a topic worthy of research attention, especially true when 
considering its potential significance in understanding and utilizing the result of 360-
degree performance ratings in organizations. Future studies on the topic should direct 
additional attention to faithfulness of the reproduction of the managerial roles as well as 
the organization surroundings. The following methods may be utilized to achieve that 
purpose: use participants with managerial experience in a study similar to the present 
study, make use of real world 360 degree feedback as treatment condition of Pygmalion 
effect, and do a time series study by measuring performance difference of managers 
before and after a period of time since they receive their subordinate expectation 
feedback. To sum up, only when the Pygmalion effect is effectively operationalized will 
study results most effectively reveal an understanding of the upward Pygmalion effect in 
organizations. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the report of the annual Employee Opinion Survey. In that 
report you received an average rating from your 28 subordinates of very competent 
(with an average score of "4.5" on a five-point scale) on all of the tasks listed above. In 
their anonymous written comments, several subordinates particularly noted how 
supportive you were toward them, how effective you were in clarifying tasks and 
recognizing and rewarding high level of performance, and how competent you were in 
problem solving and making plans. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the report of the annual Employee Opinion Survey. In that 
report you received an average rating from your 28 subordinates below average in 
competence (with an average score of "2" on a five-point scale) on all of the tasks listed 
above. In their anonymous written comments, several subordinates particularly noted 
you were not very supportive toward them, not effective in clarifying tasks and 
recognizing and rewarding high level of performance, and not very competent in problem 
solving and making plans. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the report of the annual Employee Opinion Survey. In that report you 
received an average rating from your 28 subordinates of very competent (with an average score 
of "4.5" on a five-point scale) on all of the tasks listed above. In their anonymous written 
comments, several subordinates particularly noted how supportive you were toward them, 
how effective you were in clarifying tasks and recognizing and rewarding high level of 
performance, and how competent you were in problem solving and making plans. At the 
same time, you received the production report for the first quarter of this year. Every production 
indicator in that report showed that your group displayed a superior level of performance by 
producing 37% more than the production quota required. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the report of the annual Employee Opinion Survey. In that 
report you received an average rating from your 18 subordinates of below average in 
competence (with an average score of "2" on a five-point scale) on all of the tasks listed 
above. In their anonymous written comments, several subordinates particularly noted you 
were not very supportive toward them, not effective in clarifying tasks and recognizing 
and rewarding high level of performance, and not very competent in problem solving and 
making plans. At the same time, you received the production report for the first quarter of 
this year. Every production indicator in that report showed that your group displayed a 
superior level of performance by producing 37% more than the production quota 
required. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the production report for the first quarter of this year. Every 
production indicator in that report showed that your group displayed a superior level of 
performance by producing 37% more than the production quota required. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the report of the annual Employee Opinion Survey. In that 
report you received an average rating from your 28 subordinates of very competent 
(with an average score of "4.5" on a five-point scale) on all of the tasks listed above. In 
their anonymous written comments, several subordinates particularly noted how 
supportive you were toward them, how effective you were in clarifying tasks and 
recognizing and rewarding high level of performance, and how competent you were in 
problem solving and making plans. At the same time, you received the production report 
for the first quarter of this year. Every production indicator in that report showed that 
your group displayed an inferior level of performance by producing 37% under the 
production quota required. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the report of the annual Employee Opinion Survey. In that 
report you received an average rating from your 28 subordinates of "below average in 
competence (with an average score of "2" on a five-point scale) on all of the tasks listed 
above. In their anonymous written comments, several subordinates particularly noted you 
were not very supportive toward them, not effective in clarifying tasks and recognizing 
and rewarding high level of performance, and not very competent in problem solving and 
making plans. At the same time, you received the production report for the first quarter of 
this year. Every production indicator in that report showed that your group displayed an 
inferior level of performance by producing 37% under the production quota required. 
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Job Situation 
For the past year you have been a production manager at Acme Manufacturing. Acme is 
the second largest manufacturer of office furniture in the United States. Your 28 
subordinates are frontline workers. Your job responsibilities include: 
1. Consulting and Delegating: checking with people before making changes that affect them, 
encouraging suggestions for improvement, inviting participation in decision making, 
incorporating the ideas and suggestions of others in decision, and allowing others to have 
substantial responsibility and discretion in carrying out work activities and making decisions 
2. Planning and Organizing: determining long-term objectives and strategies for adapting to 
environmental change, determining how to use personnel and allocate resources to 
accomplish objectives, determining how to improve the efficiency of operations, and 
determining how to achieve coordination with other parts of the organization 
3. Problem Solving and Crisis Management: identifying work-related problems, analyzing 
problems in a timely but systematic manner to identify causes and find solutions, and acting 
decisively to implement solutions and resolve important problems or crises 
4. Clarifying Roles and Objectives: assigning tasks, providing direction in how to do the work, 
and communicating a clear understanding of job responsibilities, task objectives, deadlines, 
and performance expectations 
5. Recognizing and Rewarding: providing praise, recognition, and rewards for effective 
performance, significant achievements, and special contributions 
6. Supporting and Mentoring: acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
showing sympathy and support, and doing things to facilitate someone's skill development 
and career advancement 
Last week, you received the production report for the first quarter of this year. Every 
production indicator in that report showed that your group displayed an inferior level of 
performance by producing 37% under the production quota required. 
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Appendix B 
Occupational Pressure Assessment Form 
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Occupational Pressure Assessment Form 
Occupational pressure is a topic about which many companies and management 
researchers are concerned. An appropriate degree of job pressure can generate greater 
effort from employees and thus improve their job performance. However, too much 
pressure will lead to occupational stress, which is likely to decrease employees' attention 
, their decision-making ability, their job performance as well as the productivity of the 
company. The problem of job pressure more frequently occurs among managerial staff 
who usually have heavy job responsibilities. Studies found the occupational pressure a 
manager feels is largely related to his/her confidence in performing managerial tasks and 
degree of effort he/she invests in a certain task performance. 
The present study will examine gender, age and ethnic differences in the relationship 
between occupational pressure and occupational confidence as well as effort in job 
performance. 
I. Demographic Background: 
Direction: Circle the following choices that best describe your actual gender, age and 
ethnic background. 
Gender: Male Female 
Age: 
Ethnic background: Caucasian 
African American 
Asian American 
Hispanic 
Other 
Work History: Number of years employed in business or industry: 
Number of years of supervisory experience: 
II. Occupational Pressure Assessment 
Direction: You should now assume the role of the manager described in the job situation. 
Read the managerial role and each managerial task in your role described in the job 
situation. Using the form on the next page, first respond to the items asking about your 
job situation; then rate yourself on each of the three scales measuring your confidence in 
performing managerial tasks, your degree of effort in the future performance of this task, 
and pressure you feel in performing this task. 
years 
years 
Job Situation: Answer the following questions based on the job situation you just read. For each item, circle the word that you 
believe best describes your job situation. 
Job Situation Status of Each Aspect of the Job Situation 
Negative Positive Uncertain 
1. Opportunity to network (i.e., opportunity to develop contacts) + ? 
2. Feedback from your subordinates + ? 
3. Providing technical information to your unit + ? 
4. Production performance at your unit + ? 
5. Success in motivating your subordinates + ? 
Occupational Pressure Assessment 
Managerial Tasks 
How confident are you in your ability to 
perform this task? 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 1 1 1 1 
How much effort are you going to engage in 
performing this task in the future? 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 1 1 1 1 
How much pressure you feel 
this task? 
1 2 3 
1 1 1 
in 
4 
1 
performing 
5 
1 
no 
confidence 
great 
confidence 
moderate 
effort 
greatest 
effort 
no 
pressure 
extreme 
pressure 
Consulting and 
Delegating 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Planning and 
Organizing 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Problem Solving and 
Crisis Management 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Clarifying Roles and 
Objectives 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Recognizing and 
Rewarding 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Supporting and 
Mentoring 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
